Roger Boase's The Origin and Meaning of Courtly Love2 should be most useful to the generalist and specialist alike. The book's subtitle, A Critical Study of European Scholarship, indicates its uniqueness. Boase has produced a remarkably comprehensive and dispassionate compendium of the history of scholarship in this unusually fertile area of inquiry. He has also provided readers with a much-needed summary of the major points of view concerning origins on the one hand and meaning on the other, employing this analytic dichotomy to sift out many differing theories. Yet it does not do Boase's work justice to label it a compendium: his wellorganized treatment of what might have been a tedious bibliographical enumeration is enhanced by an engrossing narrative style and a sometimes simplified but always engaging presentation of the multiplicity of ideas generated in almost seven hundred years of troubadour studies. This is not just an excellent reference book, but also embodies a highly readable series of descriptions of both the intellectual history of the problem and of the many schools of thought that have arisen to explain different aspects of the troubadour phenomenon. Of immense importance is Boase's ecclecticism and impartiality in this area where scholarship has been so highly polemical. This unique combination of clarity in the analytic framework and dispassionate evaluation render Boase's work an invaluable source book for the study of most aspects of courtly love.
Boase's book consists of three major chapters, plus an introduction, conclusions, two brief appendices, a long bibliography, and an index. The first major chapter, "A Chronological Survey of Courtly Love Scholarship," is subdivided into three major time periods: 1500-1800 (pp. 5-18); 1800-1900 (pp. 18-26) ; and 1900-1975 (pp. 26-53). The first part of this chapter, dealing with the earliest period of criticism, is perhaps the most useful in that it provides little-known information about the earliest studies of courtly love. Even the scholar well-read in the comparatively recent history of courtly love scholarship will learn much from Boase's account of the long gestation period of this important aspect of Medieval Studies. It is especially interesting to find out that some of the most important and controversial theories of origin which came to prominence in this period, particularly the so-called 'Arabist" theory, were originally postulated by some of the pioneers in the field.3
The second two sections of Chapter i are less revealing for the well-read scholar: the progress of nineteenth-and twentieth-century scholarship is generally known. The value of Boase's narrative is that it clearly establishes both the thematic unity of given periods of thought with related cultural trends of the times and shows the vagaries and the discontinuity of scholarship over the long term. One readily sees how a given interpretation became conventional, even clichE, only to be completely discarded by a subsequent generation of researchers: "By the middle of the nineteenth century it had become a conventional maxim of criticism that the Gay Science and the Provengal ideal of fin'amors derived from Muslim Spain. However, during the latter half of the century . . . the theory suffered an eclipse" (p. 119). Although this is the starkest example of a convention become taboo, other theories also underwent similar trajectories.
The second chapter is an exposition of theories of origin, which according to Boase can be divided into seven major types. Each presentation is composed of an initial list of the distinctive features of each particular school of thought. This telegraphic summation is followed by a more detailed exposition highlighting the advantages and pitfalls of each critical ensemble. Here Boase sees the different scholars contributing to a given point of view as unorganized and often unconscious members of a community and, in Boase's expos6, it becomes clear how a given scholar's work fits into a perhaps fragmentary tradition. To the first, and surprisingly for some, the most fruitful theory of origin Boase applies the rubric "HispanoArabic" (pp. 62-75), a general term for the multiplicity of opinions characterized by their emphasis on the role of some aspect of Hispano-Arabic poetry and culture in the formation of Provengal poetry and its ideology.
The second major theory, "Chivalric-Matriarchal" (pp. 75-77) is a combination of points of view postulating that "courtly love was the product of the interaction of Christianity and a primitive Germanic/Celtic/Pictish matriarchy which ensured the survival of pre-Christian sexual mores and a veneration for women amongst the European aristocracy" (p. 75). Boase finds unacceptable the methodological basis of this theory: namely that the poetry reflects a specific social reality, in this case a reality in which women held a dominant position. The "Crypto-Cathar" (pp. 77-81) school of thought, prominent at certain periods of time, sees the troubadour phenomenon as a reflection of the Cathar or Albigensian heresy. One interesting aspect of this view is that most historians do acknowledge that the Albigensian crusade, which demolished the wealth and the power base of the feudal structure of Provence, brought on, at least in part, the historical demise of the social structure that supported the troubadours. From there to saying that the poetry of the troubadours (and of other disciples of courtly love) is a reflection of Albigensian religious doctrine is another step. Even if one rejects the theory as a comprehensive explanation of the origins of troubadour poetry, the argument has the virtue of highlighting many of the ideological and thematic peculiarities of courtly love. Moreover, Boase draws our attention to the points shared by this theory and others, a most useful and revealing synthesizing procedure applied throughout his work.
The "Neoplatonic" theory (pp. 81-83) is of prime importance, not only because of its sporadic popularity among critics, but because it addresses itself, at least in part, to the intellectual background of the troubadours. Moreover, the theme of the ennobling effects of love, perhaps present in troubadour poetry and certainly important for some of the later poets who reworked courtly material (Dante in particular), has decidedly Neoplatonic features. The interesting point of contention within this theory, and that which potentially binds it to several others, is the path of transmission of Neoplatonic thought to the troubadours. Whether the philosophical body of thought came through the Arabs of Spain or from another source may determine other critical aspects of the genesis of troubadour poetry, since it would be difficult to maintain that any philosophical or ideological underpinnings could be a-contextual.
The body of thought designated by Boase as "BernardineMarianist" (pp. 83-86) encompasses theories postulating that courtly love is a manifestation of spiritual-marianist love, religious and disinterested. St. Bernard, the mystic so important in Dante's system of love, and in the Cistertian movement in general, were important forces in Southern France at the height of courtly activity. (Note that St. Bernard is the third and last of Dante's three guides.) However, for reasons of chronology, they would have had little to do with the actual genesis of an ideology of courtliness and courtly love. Boase also draws attention to the scholarship of many who have demonstrated the non-disinterested nature of Love as poeticized by most of the troubadours. Rejection of a comprehensive mystical explanation for the original nature of troubadour poetry does not rule out, however, the possibly important role this religious movement may have played in the later developments of this school of poetry. The relationships it may have had with both Neoplatonic thought and the Albigensian heresy appears to be a promising direction in which to approach chronologically later developments in troubadour poetry itself and in non-troubadour manifestations of courtly love.
One of the most celebrated origin theories must certainly be that of the "Spring Folk Ritual" (pp. 86-89) first postulated by Jeanroy.4 Although this approach has since been discredited, one of its guiding principles, namely that "folk" literature was an important factor in the development of the courtly lyric, is still viable, especially since the existence of the kharjas has become known. Although Boase gives the "Spring Ritual" little credit as a theory of origins, its dependence on oral literature raises the important question of the possible relationship between an oral tradition and a seemingly learned, individualized poetry, and to what extent the special characteristic of the first written vernacular lyric may be due to a tradition of oral vernacular poetry.
Finally, Boase analyses theories that have explained the rise of the troubadour phenomenon through sociological factors operating within the twelfth-century feudal environment: the "FeudalSociological" approach (pp. 89-93). In that the many different arguments that fall into this category postulate the conditioning effect of certain social factors, Boase finds them satisfactory. In this respect, the methodological approach of this theory is quite different from many others: one explores the social conditions that provided fertile ground in which the courtly lyric could thrive rather than substantive material for the poetry. The potential success of this theory as an explanation for the rise of a new school of poetry is its flexibility in terms of the thematic and ideological currents that it can accommodate as influences on the special characteristics of the texts. Moreover, in arriving at his conclusions, Boase has taken into account the plausible and positive features of each school of thought and has not designated one phenomenon as a single causative. He has concluded that the propitious encounter of a thriving culture in Islamic Spain with certain sociological phenomena in Medieval Provence provided the unique situation wherein an important new school of poetry was catalyzed. He summarizes the happy marriage of the two schools of thought: "Once it is conceded that the diffusion of cultural traits is a selective process it will be seen that these two theories explore different aspects of the same problem. 'It is not the products that influence, but creators that absorb' " (p. 123). Boase then proceeds to detail the many reasons why this "theory"--now a theory of multiple causation-is the most satisfactory: The receptivity of the social ambience of Provence in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the many literary parallels, the overlap of semantic fields, the traces of psychological and aesthetic principles inherent in troubadour poetry and traceable to Graeco-Arabic traditions, the multiple paths of "accessibility." Finally, Boase notes many areas in which there are serious dissimilarities between the Provengal and the Hispano-Arabic poetic modes and ideologies. However, since the author has clearly established a concept of influence that is not constituted by parroting and does not regard a single catalytic factor as something which is servilely imitated, these emendations are primarily important as exemplifications of Boase's dispassionate approach.
From certain points of view, one of the values of Boase's mode of analysis is that he limits himself to making internal criticisms of the secondary works he reviews. He rarely comments on the causes underlying the rise and decline of given theories; he does not offer much methodological criticism or explain why some scholars or groups of scholars have adopted or rejected certain points of view. It is perhaps a sign of his fairness that all points are evaluated equally on the basis of their internal logic and their relationship to the texts and to historical facts. However, in a field where the ideology of the critic has as often as not been as important a determining factor as that of the poets studied, this is a potentially dangerous omission and one that leaves unexplored and uncommented the paradoxical situation of wide discrepancy between the intrinsic value of a theory (as Boase himself has judged it) and its lack of acceptance among the majority of critics. The danger in his failure to approach these explosive issues of critical ideology will become apparent as others react to Boase's conclusions, and it is our opinion that many will reject them out of hand.
The gravest difficulties involved in attributing any role, either catalytic or imitative, to Hispano-Arabic poetry and culture in the genesis of Occidental courtly love are not, as Boase has shown, internal, but external. They pertain to the methodological, attitudinal, and ideological biases of most scholars who have approached this area-an area not of inquiry but of partisan debate. A review of some of the principal external problems involved is a necessary complement to Boase's internal review. It may also serve to put into perspective some of the reactions (or lack of reaction) that Boase's book will evoke.
The most widespread and silently sanctioned scholarly inadequacy plaguing the wide range of studies involving Islamic Spain is also one of the most obvious roadblocks to any fair analysis or impartial evaluation of the "evidence": i.e., ignorance. In virtually any other field of cultural-historical investigation a scholar is expected to have detailed knowledge of the primary cultural forces in the sphere with which he is concerned. Scholars dealing with matters of either direct or peripheral concern with Islamic Spain, whether the connection is postulated, proven or being refuted, are seemingly exempt from this rule.7 If one returns to Boase's analysis of the scholars who most vociferously reject the Hispano-Arabic theory, in general or in some specific feature, one will find that many have done so without much knowledge of the culture whose "influences" they were denying.
Widespread ignorance of both the culture of Islamic Spain and its literary language (the language of an enormous amount of advanced scholarship and refined literature in the Middle Ages) is a direct result of two of the other principal external problems associated with investigations into the role of Islamic Spain in the development of Medieval Europe. The first of these is the anachronistic belief that, as an appendage of the Oriental world of Islam, the civilization of Spain did not constitute an integral part of Europe.8 The second, its counterpart, is anti-Semitic prejudice in forms ranging from subtle to blatant,9 prejudice that does not admit the possibility of an important Oriental component in a branch of cultural activity that is viewed as a reflection of our innermost sentiments: lyric poetry.
The problem is partially caused by Romance scholars who know little about Islamic Spain. Even in cases where there is no dispute over the indebtedness of the Christian West to Spanish Islam, it is considered sufficient to acknowledge the transmission of some technology, translation of Greek philosophy, or other cultural nicety. The acknowledgment, in its most commonplace form, presents the transmission as reflecting a transaction similar to the purchase of some object in a store. The nature of the culture (let alone the language) that was the "donor," even as it may be transmuted and reflected in the donation, would seem to be of little interest. However, a great deal of the blame for this state of affairs must be laid at the feet of Orientalists, those Arabists who study medieval Spain as a branch of a far-flung Islamic empire, and whose works and attitudes provide most of the information and attitudes that feed Romance scholars who have no direct access to information on that most important medieval culture.10
The consequences of this peculiar state of affairs are various, and all are negative. The dichotomy of scholarly endeavors has created a near vacuum in cultural interaction where once there were three cultures in intimate contact." Scholars trained exclu- and physical warfare has led to a non-sequitur assumption that this level of rivalry prevented or at least diminished the possibility of cultural interaction at any level of cultural sophistication. The validity of this assumption is rarely questioned, and the resultant lack of discussion has led to the firm establishment of this assumption as a working hypothesis for most scholars. Many will undoubtedly criticize Boase's conclusions in that they violate this unquestioned article of faith. Yet, is it a legitimate hypothesis at all?
The observation of analogous situations in the modern world would lead us to answer with a forceful "No." Ideological antagonism does not imply or force a rejection of cultural values and less still an immunity to cultural influence. In certain cases it may produce quite the opposite result. The material and cultural trappings of a civilization, which may in other ways be considered despicable, often prove quite attractive, especially to "nonestablishment" segments of the population (i.e., those whose rl6e is not to perpetuate the state of rivalry). To mention briefly one salient example among many-and one which has the virtue of also dealing with a musico-poetic tradition-we note that the youth of the Soviet Union is not only willing to pay outrageous black-market prices for genuine American blue jeans, but, in the artistic sphere, is only too willing to imitate rock-and-roll, the lyric poetry of the "decadent" West. dismissed as decadent and abominable by all contemporary cultural commentators of that society. They would conclude that this new kind of lyric poetry, arising in the Soviet Union in the 60s and 70s, must have been primarily a product of "internal" influences: native Russian folk music perhaps influenced by a strong autochthonous tradition of classical music. Both of these influences are certainly more likely, i.e., "primary," than is that of the West, which would, because of cultural and language differences, have to be considered "extrinsic." One would also, of course, have to prove that those Russian rock-and-roll singers were all bilingual (just as one is faced with the gratuituous question of whether Guillaume knew Arabic). And so forth.18
This single example should suffice to show, at the very least, that the assumptions underlying much "origins" research are far from indisputably valid, and that much further discussion on the relationship between ideology and cultural "borrowing" is necessary. The "Arabist" theory, often dismissed out of hand on similar premises, can no longer be discarded on these grounds, at least not until some scholar can establish the validity of the very dubious theory that ideological warfare implies cultural warfare.
A second weakness in the methodological posture of many "origins" studies is the so-called problem of bilingualism (or rather the lack of it), which we have alluded to above and which is an integral part of a dichotomized vision of Medieval Europe. It is postulated as one of the insuperable barriers to arriving at conclusions such as those formulated by Boase.19 Although many A bilingual segment of a population, no matter how small, can introduce many foreign lexical items, and their corresponding meanings into the native language. The prestige of the bilingual group can ease the acceptance of such "borrowings." Moreover, even when there is widespread ignorance of its language (and this was not the case among men of learning in Romance-speaking Medieval Europe),21 a foreign, culturally aggressive and/or prominent culture may indeed be quite influential. In the area of song, particularly, language differences are relatively unimportant, even negligible, and the same must apply to a well-articulated ideology for which a body of song is the vehicle. The attempt, made by many scholars to distinguish (or divorce) "lyrics" and music in such a discussion, rests on the premise that those two constituents of a song are separable, which, like signifier and signified, they are not. Finally, in a situation where political antagonism does exist the language of the "disliked" cultural agressor will be learned not only in spite of, but because of other levels of rivalry. See also especially Richard Diebold, "Incipient Bilingualism" (pp. 495-508).
Many of the observations that follow are based on points discussed in these works. Further insights can be gained from observation of the linguistic interaction of an "encroaching," culturally dominant, but politically antagonistic language (culture) and other languages (cultures).
21 Cf. n. 14 above.
by those who wish to preserve the linguistic and thus cultural "purity" of the besieged society.22
In light of these and other possible observations, medievalists can no longer reject the "Arabist" theory on the grounds of linguistic inaccessibility and should be obliged to state their assumptions concerning the nature of the language "barriers" they evoke as impediments to cultural interaction. Two final methodological considerations which Boase has not dealt with and which will certainly be summoned up by his critics remain to be considered here. The two key words are "proof" and "influences" and they are the touchstones of most of the studies that dismiss conclusions such as those of Boase.
One of the principal arguments used against claims of an Arabic increment in Medieval non-plastic art is that there is a lack of concrete and tangible "proof." The assumption underlying this argument is that if Islamic influence on Southern French architecture is indeed visible in the ornamentation of certain surviving edifices then something equally tangible must survive in the historical documents contemporary to the rise of troubadour poetry to warrant the assumption that interaction also took place at the literary and musical levels. Direct evidence is construed to mean "proof" of some sort that the troubadours knew Arabic.23 For some reason, scholars following this line of thought do not consider indications of thematic borrowing or loan-words concerning musical instruments (we mention just a few possibilities) to constitute "proof." Since there is no autograph manuscript of Guillaume's attesting to his knowledge of Arabic and the Hispano-Arabic poets, the corollary assumption is that Hispano-Provenqal poetic interaction did not take place. Clearly, this sort of covert (and antiquated) definition of "proof" or "evidence" needs to be re-examined. Not only is "evidence" in a more ephemeral art form such as sung 22 The example of French is relevant. Try as they may to battle "franglais," French "language policemen" appear to be fighting a losing battle. Just as for many years English absorbed French words, so now French is absorbing Americanisms, because cultural r6les have been altered. (A perhaps apocryphal anecdote has it that, at the end of the press conference announcing new laws against Americanisms, President Giscard d'Estaing answered "no comment" to a prickly question.) 23 A "requirement" whose validity is disputable, as we have discussed above. See n. 19. poetry going to be of a different nature than that which might be found in the plastic arts, but for reasons of cultural ideology as well as of creativity, Arabic influences are more likely to have manifested themselves in indirect and culturally transformed patterns.
A similarly specious argument is to be disputed when one talks of the nature of "borrowing." Why is this construed to mean direct and servile imitation? Although the borrowing of material goods of any sort may stem from the would-be borrower's lack of resources, the process is not at all analogous at higher levels. Literary historians dealing with this question should attempt to define their terms-and even the term "origins"--so that we may work from a more realistic and fair assumption: that artists of the caliber of the troubadours did not servilely copy any other poetic tradition (and that is clearly why they are still read today and why they had such an impact on the poetry that followed them). Moreover, we must define "borrowing" in more positive terms, an "influence" being one of the many resources at a poet's disposal, part of the subconscious level of cultural assimilation to which we are all subject. If a poet is a good poet, then the "borrowed" elements of his art are part of his creative process and not obtrusive, extraneous, "provable" additions.
Following his conclusions, Boase provides us with supplementary material in the form of two appendices. While these two sections offer some interesting material that may stimulate further research, Appendix I in particular accentuates the lack of correlation between "linguistic" and "literary" problems in Boase's study. This appendix embodies a very brief presentation of two etymologies intimately linked to the question of literary origins. That of amor hereos is relatively obscure, but fascinating as Boase presents it, and is closely linked to the theme of the destructive and paradoxic effects of love which is the topic of the second appendix (pp. 134-39). The questions of the etymology and the texts dealing with the notion of amor hereos might have been presented together more fruitfully. As in many other cases of the parallel ambiguity of etyma and thematic origin, the most appropriate methodological procedure is to investigate their relationships and perhaps common origins in terms of each other.
Much the same criticism could be made of Boase's sketchy presentation of the etymology of trobar. The etymology is not only intrinsically interesting, having aroused much attention among etymologists over the years, but the action designated by the form in question is at the very heart of the "courtly love" phenomenon and is intimately linked to the problem of the thematic and structural origins of the poetry of the troubadours. Moreover, a more complete view of the etymology's intellectual history would serve to illustrate many of the methodological problems we have discussed above, for these problems have been as manifest in supposedly "linguistic" research as in more "literary" areas. Boase's presentation of the "debate" over the word's seemingly mysterious origins is seriously misleading. As he presents it, there is basically one point of view postulated by Romance scholars and another by Arabists and these two perspectives are irreconcilable. In point of fact, neither group of scholars has arrived at any agreement among themselves.
The ably strong case for his etymology, it is interesting to note, especially since there was so much dissension within Romance circles, that it was not merely rejected (in which case counter-arguments could have followed), but was never even seriously considered or discussed in terms of other hypotheses, or evaluated on its own strengths and weaknesses. The few scholars, including several Arabists, who chose to allude to it in later years, did so marginally and disparagingly, and even incorrectly.3' In many ways the Arabic etymology became even more taboo than had the "Arabist" theory, perhaps because of its symbolic value. And yet, it is precisely this symbolic value, both at the level of the poetic material we are dealing with and at the critical level, that makes it all the more important that the question be examined even-handedly. The verb trobar, and derivatives such as troubadour, are, after all, the signifiers of the signified that Boase is attempting to define and whose origins he wishes to elucidate. It is the new term used to designate a new activity. Since the origins of both are, at best, the object of debate, is it not reasonable to expect greater elucidation to proceed from a common investigation of their "origin" and "meaning"? One final word of criticism, this regarding Boase's extensive bibliography, which we have attempted to supplement in our notes :32 the careful reader will note that not all the works referred to or cited in the text are included in Boase's quite substantial bibliography (pp. 141-66). This is a puzzling procedure and one that could prove most inconvenient. In a work that is primarily bibliographical in character, it is a definite disadvantage not to be able to find in the bibliography references one remembers having seen in a note. occasion to cite in the text. It may be that one or more of the bibliographical addenda we have suggested are known to Boase and have been included in his research, but they may only be mentioned in one of his many extensive notes. Despite our many critical comments, it is important to reemphasize the great value of Boase's book, which is the first comprehensive and even-handed examination of the extensive body of scholarly literature on this crucially important literary problem. Boase's admirable work will hopefully stimulate further thought on the questions he leaves unanswered and on the controversy that will undoubtedly be aroused by his conclusions. He has established not only the validity of the term and notion of "courtly love," but has firmly placed the theory of substantial Hispano-Arabic contributions to its origins among the ranks of the most acceptable and valuable in terms of understanding what "courtly love" was and how and why it became an innovative and influential school of poetic thought.
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